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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on tho covor sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SETTO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Bdcnoiortd of time may Be available under the provision* of 37 CFR 1.138(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailang tote erf this corfrfrxinfcaUof]. ,.^ m .„, A n . ^^.^i^Ai™ 

. rr NO period for repfc Is toeeffled above, the magnum statutory period wiH apply and vrfU expire SIX (6) MONTHS from ihe mailFno date of iWa cornmunlcsBon. 
. Failure to rcpty wrthjn the set Of extended period for reply w3l. try statute, causttr* application to become ABANDONED (35 u.S.C. 9 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later tnan Wee months alter the mailing date of this oommunlcelton. even If timely tiled, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication^) filed Q" 02 August 2010. 
2a)El This acton is FINAL. 2bO This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed In accordance with the practice 0 under Ex parte Quayte. 1 935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 21 3. 



Disposttlon of Claims 

4) G3 Claim(s) See Continuation Sheet is/are pending In the application. 

4a) Of the above daim(s) 

5) D Cfaimfsh is/are allowed. 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 



6) 13 Claims f~ 2. 4-7. 10- 12. 16. 19-20-22-24 3O. 4Q-42 and 44 is/are rejected . 

7) D C!aim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 



Application Papers 

9)D The specification Is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawings) filed on is/are: a)Q accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing^) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a)- 
Replacement drawing sheets) Including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected! to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1-1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 WS.C. § 119 

12)Q Acknowledgment Is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)\J All b)0 Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No 



3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



AtbK^riWTt^s) 

t) 0 No6ca of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) n Nonce of Drafts person's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-949) 

310 WdrmalJon Disclosure Statament(s) (PTO/SB/OS) 

V • . Paper No(s)/MaH Date . 



4) □ interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/MaH Date, . 

5) Q Notice of Informal Patent Application 

other . 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper NC/MaU Date 20110318 



RECEIVED 

CENTRAL HKSiNlVR 



INTERVIEW SUMMARY 



sip i i mn 



Interview Date: July 1 1, 201 1 

Participants: Examiner: Augustine Obisesan, and Applicant: Angel Palacios 



The interview followed an agenda faxed by the Applicant. 

As described by the Examiner in his Interview Summary, the main topic discussed was 
claim 1 and the Jenks reference. 

Also as described by the Examiner, the Applicant stated that the Jenks patent did not 
disclose "at least one fragment of said calculation expression is shown in two different 
nodes of said tree, wherein one of those two different nodes is an ancestor node to the 
other node, and said ancestor node contains the fragment of the descendent node plus 
additional fragments of said calculation expression". 

Claims 10, 1 1, 12 and 40 were also discussed. The Applicant stated that the prior art 
cited did not disclose these claims, but the Applicant also stated that the claim language 
was probably not clear enough, and proposed to reword them. 

The Examiner stated that the claim language of claim 1 was also not clear enough. The 
Applicant agreed to reword also claim 1 to more clearly describe the invention. Also, 
the Applicant mentioned that he would reword claim 1 to claim the invention in a more 
practical way. 




September 10 th , 2011 
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